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A Demographic Snapshot
Ryan Robinson

City Demographer

City of Austin



Households by Type: City of Austin,
2015

4.7%,
Single

SOURCE: Fathers
American Community Survey, 2014
Table B11001




Households with Children by Type:
City of Austin, 2015

9.5%,
Single
Fathers
Households = 98,950
SOURCE:
American Community Survey, 2014 Children = 199,980

Table B11005
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Household Type by Housing Unit Type: City of
Austin, 2014
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Share of All Households
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Percentage Drops while Total Climbs: Households
with Children in the City of Austin, 1970 to 2015
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Roughly 21% in the Urban Core

! ! ! ! ! 30,000
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015




Households with Children, Percentage of Total
Households, Top 30 US Cities, 2014
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Households with Children, Percentage of Total
Households, Top 35 US Metros, 2014
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Population
\/| Growth and
Decline:

2000 to 2010

Travis County

Decennial data from
the US Census Bureau

Change in a Census
Tract's Total Population
from 2000 to 2010
at the 2000 tract-level

I 5,000 Plus
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] 500 to 1,000
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[ 0 to -500
I -500 to -1,000
I -1,000 to -2,000
I -2,000 Plus

Data sources: Census 2000 SF1; Census 2010 Redistricting File.




Under Age 18
Population
Growth and

Decline:
2000 to 2010

Travis County

Decennial data from
the US Census Bureau

Change in a Census

Tract's Total Population
Age Under 18
from 2000 to 2010
at the 2000 tract-level
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Data sources: Census 2000 SF1; Census 2010 Redistricting File.




Age 18 Plus
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Age Change: ZIP 78704, Census 2000 and 2010
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Age Change: ZIP 78741, Census 2000 and 2010
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Age Change: ZIP 78757, Census 2000 and 2010
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Central and West Austin Elementary Schools: Total Enroliment

2009 through 2015
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Barton Hills, Becker, Bryker Woods, Casis, Dawson, Galindo, Joslin, Lee, Mathews, Travis Heights, Zilker



East Austin Elementary Schools: Total Enroliment
2009 through 2015
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Inset: central metropolitan Austin |/
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Map prodiced by Ryan Robinson, City Demographer, Department of Planning, City of Austin. June 2015,
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Austin Area median home prices compared with median

family income
1990 - 2015

==Nedian Price

$144,500
2000

/

==Median Family Income

$161,300

2005 —
//

-’/
$73,000
1990
i ,,,,.....-—-"""""I|
$58,900
$39,400

$271,000

/

2015

y,

W-_-—.—-

$67,300

#D
$76,800

A A I A AU A M

O

A AP



Median SF
¥ Value Change
by ZIP Code:
2007 to 2014

L Lake &
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Data source: TCAD and WOAD data—smoathed with
American Communify Survey data. 2008--2012 Syear composite dataset.
Map produced by Byan Rabinsen, Cigy Dentegmpher. Doparimani of Planning. G of Awitin Mov cmrber 2014
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" 1 Apartment and Condo
Mﬁ Projects Under Construction,
4® . March 2015
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Are we becoming Monaco on the Colorado? /{




~ Are we iImplementing
our new
Comprehensive Plan?
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g 211 Lamar
T Nt d : 4 . 198 multifamily units
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62 multifamily units

1155 Barton Springs Rd.

65 multifamily units

Hanover South Lamar
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298 residential units
8,500 s.f. retail

325 apartments
30 townhomes
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GOVERNING

THE STATES AND LOCALITIES

FINANCE | HEALTH | INFRASTRUCTURE | MANAGEMENT | ELECTIONS | POLITICS | PUBLIC SAFETY | URBAN | EDUCATION | COMMENTARY | DATA | PHOTOS |
Trulia provided real estate data to Governing compiled from multiple listing services, brokers and agents. Statistics, current as of

September, reflect more than 5,500 home listings per city.

Home listings shown below represent shares of cities’ total home listings that are affordable for a household earning the median family
income, with maximum home values they can afford shown in parenthesis.

B = bedrooms and are affordable 3+ bedrooms and are affordable

00200

VIDEO
~—

B Either not affordable or less than 2 bedrooms

Boston, MA (Home Listings < $487,763) _ 17% -
Charlotte, NC (Home Listings < $323,260) _ b5% _
Chicago, IL (Home Listings < $347,720) [[NAGSINIIIN 24% ]
Columbus, OH (Home Listings < $336,682) _ 1% -
Dalls, T (Home Listings < $317,235) [N s S
Deaer, O (Home Lisings < $416,5:0) [ NG % S ww
Detroit, MI (Home Listings < $333,041) _ 81% -
El Paso, TX (Home Listings < $178,338) - 4% _
Fort Worth, TX (Home Listings < $314,763) [0 80% s
Houston, TX (Home Listings < $290,425) [N - [ T—
Indianapolis, IN (Home Listings < $356,148) _ 71% -
Jacksonville, FL (Home Listings < $209,082) _ 74% _
Los Angeles,Ca (Home Lisings < $253,:09) [N &% ] S
Memphis, TN (Home Listings < $267,057) _ 70% -
Nashvll, T (Home Litings < $326,242) [ SN s —w
New Yok, Y (Horme Listings < 2522 | )
Philadelphia, PA (Home Listings < $415,055) _ T5% _
Phoent, A2 (Home Listings < $317735) [ NSHENN s T aw
e —

San Antonio, TX (Home Listings < $272,023) -
San Diego, CA (Home Listings < $320,207) _
San Francisco, CA (Home Listings < §452,762) - 6%
San Jose, CA (Home Listings < $408,546) _

Seattle, WA (Home Listings « $423,686) [Iai 18%
Washington, D.C. (Home Listings = $565,674) _ 29%
Iu% ml% 21::96 31::96

40%

50% 60% 70% B0% 00% 100%

Share of Total City Home Listings
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Boston's classic triple-decker homes have long been an affordable choice for middle-class families. Now that's changing
(Flickrl G/Blake Gumprechi)



URBAN
Do Cities Need Kids?

Seattle is one place that’s trying to figure that out.

BY ALAMN GREENBLATT | FEBRUARY 2015
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Seattle has the second-lowest number of households with children im the country. (Photos by David Kidd)



Poverty Rates by Age, City of Austin, 2012 and 2013
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Poverty Rates by Age, City of Austin, 2012 and 2013
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Under Age 18 Poverty Rates by Race and
Ethnicity, City of Austin, 2012 to 2013

52.7%
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American




Regional
| School Districts
and the
o City of Austin
4 March 2013

City of
Austin

Miles
within City  Percent of
School District of Austin City

Austin ISD 1724 54.1%
Del Valle ISD 38.2 12.0%
Rownd Rock ISD 325 10.2%
1 Leander ISD 256 8.0%
Manor [SD 21.8 6.9%
Eanes ISD 11.7 3.7%
Pllugerville ISD 10.7 3.4%
Hays CISD 38 1.2%
Lake Travis [SD 14 0.4%
State of Texas 0.3 0.1%

318.6  100.0%

Mdap produced by Kyun ebingon, CH Demsegoaphen, Deparmment of Piaawing. Uiy of Anstin, March 2025,
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